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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-13 and 1 5-30 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 14 July 2006 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

3. Applicant has argued on page 1 1 that the Garrison reference fails to teach a 
single permissible formatting standard rule used for data transfers of that type that is 
automatically sent to a remove office before sending data. Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Examiner asserts that Garrison teaches a single permissible formatting 
standard rule used for data transfers of that type that is automatically sent to a remove 
office before sending data (Garrison, Figure 4A, Paragraphs 0062-0065) by teaching a 
user at a remote terminal initiating contact to server and the server responding with an 
encryption key that must be used to format all data sent to server. Examiner maintains 
that the sending of data to the server encrypted using a particular key meets the 
limitation of a single permissible formatting standard rule because only data encrypted 
with the server selected encryption key will be accepted by the server. 

4. Applicant argues against the Garrison reference by alleging that Garrison's 
encryption key is specific to a particular data session and thus cannot meet the 
limitation. Examiner notes that the limitations as currently presented do not require that 
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the claimed single permissible formatting standard rule is used throughout different data 
sessions and thus Examiner asserts that this argument lacks merit. 

5. Applicant further argues against the Garrison reference by alleging that because 
the data sent from Garrison's remote user to the server is encrypted by the user and 
then decrypted at the server, the decrypted data is the original data and is not in a 
server specified format. Examiner notes that the limitations as currently presented do 
not require the data received at the main office to be in a particular format that is usable 
by the main office. The limitations as currently presented merely require that the data 
transfer between the remote office and the main office be in a single permissible format 
(see Claim 10 lines 6-7 and 10-11). Thus. Examiner asserts that this argument lacks 
merit 

Drawings 

6. This application has been filed with informal drawings which are acceptable for 
examination purposes only. Formal drawings will be required when the application is 
allowed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 10, and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Williams US Patent No. 5,692,157 in view of Garrison US PG Pub 2001/0011349. 
Williams discloses a method of transferring objects using registered formats. 

9. With regards to claims 10, and 19, Williams discloses a main office retaining a 
set of access rules, the main office in communication with at least one remote office 
(Williams, column 13 lines 8-14, client/server and formats), the remote office initiating 
contact with the main office and receiving the set of access rules from the main office 
after having initiated contact (Williams, column 13 lines 11-31, global registry 
maintained by server), wherein the remote office communicates with the main office in 
conformity with the set of access rules received from the main office (Williams, 
Abstract), wherein the set of access rules govern the transmission of data from the 
remote office to the main office (Williams, Abstract, column 13 lines 17-21), wherein for 
each type of data transfer from the remote office to the main office there is an access 
rule that comprises an only formatting standard rule used by the main office for data 
transfers of that type (Williams, column 13 lines 27-31), and wherein the formatting 
standard rule for the data transfer of that type is sent to the remote office by the main 
office in response to the initiation of contact by the remote office and before the remote 
office sends entered data to the main office such that the entered data is first correctly 
formatted to be compatible with the only format (Williams, column 13 lines 1 1-31 , 
column 14 lines 9-1 1 , only one format) used by the main office for the data transfer of 
that type (Williams, column 13 lines 8-31, receive formats then perform operations). 
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Williams fails to disclose a single permissible formatting standard rule used for data 
transfers of that type that is automatically sent to a remote office before sending data. 
Garrison teaches a single permissible formatting standard rule used for data transfers of 
that type that is automatically sent to a remote office before sending data (Garrison, 
Figure 4A, user initiates contact to server, server responds with encryption key that 
must be used to format all data sent to server, Paragraphs 0062-0065). At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize Garrison's method of sending a single permissible rule to a remote server with 
Williams' transfer method because it offers the advantage of frustrating attempts by 
hackers to spoof the server with requests for data previously used in other data 
sessions (Garrison, paragraph 0064). 

10. With regards to claim 20, Williams as modified above teaches two or more 
remote offices (Williams, Figure 5). 

1 1 . With regards to claim 24, Williams as modified above teaches a change to one of 
the access rules in the main office causing a substantially similar change in at least one 
of the remote offices (Williams, column 13 lines 15-17 and 27-31). 

12. Claims 11-13, 15-17, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
anticipated by Williams US Patent No. 5,692,157 and Garrison US PG Pub 
2001/0011349, as applied to claims 10, and 19 above, and in further view of Keyser et 
al US Patent No. 5,025,373. 
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13. With regards to claim 15, Williams as modified above fails to teach a security 
access code. Keyser teaches a security access code in the form of a unique terminal or 
personal computer identification (Keyser, column 6, lines 12-14). At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize Keysets method of security with Williams' object transfer system because it 
offers the advantage of allowing a host computer to determine how it will properly server 
a remote system (Keyser, column 6, lines 12-17). 

14. With regards to claim 16, Williams as modified above fails to teach a password in 
the form of a pin. Keyser teaches a password in the form of a PIN (personal 
identification number) (Keyser, column 6, lines 20-22). At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize 
Keyser's method of security with Williams' object transfer system because it offers the 
advantage of ensuring no services are provided to an unauthorized user (Keyser, 
column 6, lines 20-23). 

15. With regards to claim 17, Williams as modified above fails to teach the 
verification of login information. Keyser teaches the verification of login information 
before any services are provided (Keyser, column 6, lines 21-22). At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize Keyser's method of security with Williams' object transfer system because it 
offers the advantage of ensuring no services are provided to an unauthorized user 
(Keyser, column 6, lines 20-23). 
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16. With regards to claim 1 1 , Williams as modified above fails to teach data rules 
including field formats. Keyser teaches data rules including field format such as a 
numeral (Keyser, column 4, lines 41), a date (Keyser, column 7, lines 58-60), or a 
currency (Keyser, column 7, lines 52-56). At the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Keyser's data formats 
with William's object transfer system because it offers the advantage of ensuring 
accurate data transmission from the remote system to the host computer (Keyser, 
column 7 line 62 - column 8 line 4). 

1 7. With regards to claim 12, Williams as modified above fails to teach data rules 
specifying number of fields to communicate to the main host. Keyser teaches data rules 
that specify the number of fields to communicate with the main host such as sending a 
single field in response to a request to choose a menu option (Keyser, column 14, lines 
27-35). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to utilize Keyser's data formats with William's object transfer 
system because it offers the advantage of ensuring accurate data transmission from the 
remote system to the host computer (Keyser, column 7 line 62 - column 8 line 4). 

1 8. With regards to claim 1 3, Williams as modified above fails to teach data rules 
specifying the organization of currency or data fields. Keyser teaches data rules that 
specify the organization of a field such as currency fields or date fields (Keyser, column 
1 1 , lines 14-20). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Keyser's data formats with William's object 
transfer system because it offers the advantage of ensuring accurate data transmission 
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from the remote system to the host computer (Keyser, column 7 line 62 - column 8 line 
4). 

19. With regards to claim 23, Williams as modified above fails to teach changing data 
rules causing similar changes in data rules for remote terminals. Keyser teaches that a 
change in data rules at the main host causes a change in data rules at the terminal by 
changing how options are exercised (Keyser, column 5, lines 15-22). Upon each 
connection, new menu items are sent to the terminals that define the data rules for the 
session (Keyser, column 13 line 65 - column 14 line 34). At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize 
Keyser' s data formats with William's object transfer system because it offers the 
advantage of ensuring accurate data transmission from the remote system to the host 
computer (Keyser, column 7 line 62 - column 8 line 4). 

20. Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Williams US Patent No 5,692,157 and Garrison US PG Pub 2001/0011349, as 
applied to claim 19 above, and in further view of Hamala et al US Patent No. 5,345,586. 

21 . With regards to claims 21 and 22, Williams fails to teach to remote terminals 
communicating with the main host over the Internet or an intranet. Hamala describes a 
system of manipulating heterogeneous distributed data a data processing system. 
Hamala discloses that data manipulation may work on data distributed across a network 
or a plurality of networks (column 3, lines 24-26) including gateways (Figure 1). At the 
time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
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the art to utilize Hamala's range of communication because it would provide greater 
range of access opportunities to the host computer. 

22. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Williams 
US Patent No. 5,692,157, Garrison US PG Pub 2001/0011349, and Keyser et al US 
Patent No. 5,025,373, as applied to claim 15 above, and in further view of Schaefer US 
Patent No. 5,826,268, 

23. With regards to claim 18, Williams as modified above fails to teach access rules 
that limit the amount of information the remote office has access to. Schaefer discloses 
a secure multilevel object oriented database management system. Schaefer discloses 
an access validation monitor that enforces access rules (column 1 line 64 - column 2 
line 4) of communication that limits the amount of data in the form of objects accessible 
(column 3, lines 65-67) to a remote user such as a client site (column 3, line 64). At the 
time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide access rules that limit the amount of accessible data because it would 
allow a distinction to be made between authorized and unauthorized data for a specific 
client (column 1 line 66 - column 2 line 4) and thus provide varying levels of access. 

24. Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Williams US Patent No 5,692,157 and Garrison US PG Pub 2001/0011349, as 
applied to claim 19 above, and in further view of Spencer et al US Patent No. 
6,356,909. 
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25. With regards to claims 25-26, Williams as modified above fails to teach the 
remote terminal communicating with the main office through a web site, the remote 
terminal providing information to a web site, and the remote terminal retrieving 
information from the website. Spencer describes a web-based method of requests and 
responses. Spencer discloses that remote clients communicate with a server through 
web sites (column 6, lines 31-35). Remote clients provide information to the web site 
such as search criteria for querying a database (column 6, lines 35-40). The main 
server for a database maintains a website that acts as a user interface for the database 
(column 6, lines 37-38) and the remote clients access information from the website 
(column 6, lines 32-35). At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to provide a system whereby a website 
would act as the communication portal for main office and remote office 
communications because the use of a web site provides a well known common 
interface that is secure and easy to use (column 3, lines 58-61 ). 

26. Claims 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated by Lipner 
et al US Patent No. 5,553,304 in view of Williams US Patent No. 5,692,157 and 
Garrison US PG Pub 2001/0011349. 

27. With regards to claim 27, Lipner discloses a database system (column 2, lines 
25-28) that includes a plurality of fields (Figure 2B) that includes data elements termed 
descriptors that represent physical features of a power plant (column 7, lines 32-37) and 
functions that relate the data elements (descriptors) to specific values (column 7, lines 
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49-51 ). Lipner proposes a test function, E0, which includes the first operator (substep 
a) and a second operator (substep b) (column 4, lines 52-60). Lipner fails to teach a 
main office retaining access rules and data rules and being in communication with at 
least one remote office, the access rule comprising a formatting standard rule, the 
formatting standard rule being sent to the remote office before data transmission, and a 
single permissible formatting standard rule used for data transfers of that type that is 
automatically sent to a remote office before sending data. Williams teaches a main 
office retaining access rules and data rules and being in communication with a remote 
office (Williams, column 13 lines 27-31 , Figure 3), wherein for each type of data transfer 
from the remote office to the main office there is an access rule that comprises an only 
formatting standard rule used by the main office for data transfers of that type (Williams, 
column 13 lines 27-31), and wherein the formatting standard rule for the data transfer of 
that type is sent to the remote office before the remote office sends entered data to the 
main office such that the entered data is first correctly formatted to be compatible with 
the only format (Williams, column 14 lines 9-1 1 , only one format) used by the main 
office for the data transfer of that type (Williams, column 13 lines 8-31 , receive formats 
then perform operations). Garrison teaches a single permissible formatting standard 
rule used for data transfers of that type that is automatically sent to a remote office 
before sending data (Garrison, Figure 4A, user initiates contact to server, server 
responds with encryption key that must be used to format all data sent to server, 
Paragraphs 0062-0065). At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Williams' method of sending 
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formatting standard rules before data transfer and Garrison's method of sending a 
single permissible rule to a remote server with Lipner's method of generating complex 
operating procedures because they offer the advantage of registering data formats that 
the main office application can send and receive data in; thus providing a mechanism 
for transferring data between remote offices and main offices in a designated format 
(Williams, column 2 lines 38-61) and the advantage of frustrating attempts by hackers to 
spoof the server with requests for data previously used in other data sessions (Garrison, 
paragraph 0064). 

28. With regards to claim 28, Lipner as modified above discloses the first operator 
(substep a) and a second operator (substep b) being formed from the contents of other 
tables (column 4, lines 53-55 and Figure 2B). Lipner further discloses data elements 
stored in a descriptor table of the database (Figure 2B). 

29. With regards to claims 29 and 30, Lipner as modified above discloses a steps 
table that stores operators and data elements in a predetermined order (column 4, lines 
52-55 and Figure 2B). The steps are formed into equations in the predetermined order 
such as substeps a to b to c to produce the desired function (column 4, lines 52-55). 

Allowable Subject Matter 



30. Claims 1-9 are allowed. 

31 . The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: The cited 
prior art, Williams US Patent No. 5,692,157, Garrison US PG Pub 2001/0011349, and 



Application/Control Number: 09/468,083 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2134 

Beach et al US Patent No. 5,924,077, teach methods including remote offices 
communicating with a central office using formatting standard rules and applying 
equations to data to transform the data. However, the cited prior art fails to teach the 
mathematical equations being stored as a set of sequential steps within a dimension of 
the database where each step of the dimension is associated with one of a single 
variable and a single mathematical operator that is used in conjunction with variables 
and mathematical operators of previous steps to generate the equation. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 



Conclusion 

32. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew L Nalven whose telephone number is 571 272 
3839 (before October 26, 2004) or 571 272 3839 (after October 26, 2004). The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 8-6, Alternate Fridays. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jacques Louis-Jacques can be reached on 571 272 6962. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



872-9306. 





